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1390  MARKET  STREET,  SUITE  1025 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA  94102  • TELEPHONE  (415)  554-7642 


May  13,  1992 


TO: 


Supervisor  Hallinan 


MAY  1 4 1992 


FROM:  Budget  Analyst 

SUBJECT:  Audit  of  the  San  Francisco  Film  and  Video  Arts  Commission 


In  response  to  your  request  for  an  audit  of  the  San  Francisco  Film  and  Video 
Arts  Commission  (Film  Commission),  including  a comparison  of  San  Francisco’s 
Film  Commission  to  other  city  film  offices,  an  exploration  of  funding  the  Film 
Commission  through  the  Hotel  Tax,  and  projections  regarding  revenues  to  the  City 
from  Film  Commission  activities,  the  Budget  Analyst  has  prepared  the  following 
report. 

Chapter  57  of  the  City’s  Administrative  Code,  approved  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  in  1990,  established  the  Film  and  Video  Arts  Commission,  including  the 
appointment,  powers  and  compensation  of  the  Commissioners  and  the  Executive 
Director.  The  Film  Commission  is  appointed  by  the  Mayor.  Previously,  there  was  no 
Film  Commission.  Instead,  a Film  Coordinator  was  appointed  directly  by  the  Mayor. 

The  Film  Commission  is  directed  to  develop,  recognize,  and  promote  film  and 
video  activities  in  San  Francisco  (Administrative  Code  §57.3).  The  Commission 
consists  of  eleven  unpaid  members  and  one  Executive  Director  at  an  annual  salary 
of  $45,545.  Members  are  appointed  by  the  Mayor  to  serve  four  year  terms. 
According  to  the  Administrative  Code,  the  Commission  is  to  consist  of  outstanding 
members  of  the  community  who  are  broadly  representative  of  ethnic,  racial,  gender, 
age  and  sexual  orientation  groups.  The  President  of  the  Art  Commission  is  also  to 
be  invited  to  serve  as  a nonvoting,  ex-officio  member  of  the  Film  Commission.  The 
Film  Commission  is  empowered  to  select  a Chair  and  to  appoint  the  Executive 
Director,  who  is  to  serve  as  department  head  at  the  pleasure  of  the  Film 
Commission.  (Administrative  Code  §57.2) 
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According  to  Mr.  Gregg  Snazelle  of  Snazelle  Film  Group  Limited,  San 
Francisco  is  unique  in  that  it  is  the  only  Film  Commission  in  the  United  States  with 
appointed  commissioners.  According  to  Mr.  Joe  O’Kane,  of  the  Association  of  Film 
Commissioners  International,  although  some  film  offices  in  other  areas  might  carry 
the  name  “Commission,”  this  does  not  mean  that  those  offices  have  actual  appointed 
commissioners.  Instead,  such  commissions  are  non-political  government  bureaus. 
According  to  Mr.  O’Kane: 

• New  York  City  Office  of  Film,  Theatre  and  Broadcasting  has  an  advisory 
board  comprised  of  58  individuals  who  contribute  their  expertise  in  an 
advisory  capacity  to  the  Film  Office,  which  operates  as  an  independent 
City  agency.  The  advisory  board  has  no  legislative  power  over  the  Film 
Office. 

• In  San  Jose,  the  Film  and  Video  Commission  is  included  as  part  of  the 
Convention  and  Visitors  Bureau.  The  San  Jose  Film  Office  has  neither  an 
advisory  board  nor  a commission,  but  instead  reports  to  the  Board  of 
Directors  of  the  Convention  and  Visitors  Bureau.  The  San  Jose 
Convention  and  Visitors  Bureau  is  a private  contractor  which  hires  Film 
Office  staff  independently. 

• In  San  Diego,  the  Motion  Picture  and  Television  Bureau  operates  under 
the  Chamber  of  Commerce,  and  the  Director  of  the  Film  Office  is 
appointed  by  the  Chamber  of  Commerce. 

A survey  conducted  by  the  Association  of  Film  Commissioners  International 
that  included  54  City  Film  Offices  showed  that  various  City  Film  Offices  are 
affiliated  with  City,  County,  and  State  governments.  Of  the  19  City  Film  Offices 
that  listed  their  specific  agency  affiliation,  two  were  independent  contractors,  six 
were  associated  with  the  Chamber  of  Commerce,  and  eleven  were  associated  with 
the  Convention  and  Visitors  Bureau.  None  of  the  respondents  identified  a City 
Mayor’s  Office  affiliation. 

As  noted  above,  the  San  Francisco  Film  Commission  was  created  by  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  in  1990.  According  to  Ms.  Kathryn  Pennypacker  of  the  City 
Attorney's  Office,  the  Film  Commission  was  properly  created,  in  conformance  with 
the  Charter,  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  upon  the  recommendation  of  the  Chief 
Administrative  Officer  (CAO)  and  the  Mayor.  A “properly”  created  commission  may 
be  dismantled  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  upon  the  recommendation  of  the  Chief 
Administrative  Officer  and  the  Mayor,  Ms.  Pennypacker  reports.  Alternatively,  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  may  introduce  a Charter  amendment  to  either  abolish  the 
Film  and  Video  Arts  Commission  or  to  place  the  Commission  under  any 
organization  it  so  chooses,  subject  to  approval  of  the  electorate.  Any  such  Charter 
amendment  introduced  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  would  require  approval  as  to 
form  by  the  City  Attorney’s  Office. 
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Funding 

The  $45,545  salary  of  the  Executive  Director  and  the  overhead  costs  for  the 
Film  Commission  are  included  in  the  Mayor’s  Office  budget.  The  Budget  Analyst 
estimates  that  the  fringe  benefits  cost  for  the  Executive  Director  are  approximately 
$12,753,  or  28  percent  of  salary,  for  total  personnel  costs  of  $58,298.  Overhead  costs 
are  estimated  to  be  $11,660,  or  20  percent  of  personnel  costs,  for  a total  estimated 
annual  cost,  included  in  the  Mayor’s  Office  budget,  of  $69,958. 

Revenue  is  raised  through  use  agreements  with  organizations  seeking  to 
engage  in  outdoor  film  productions  in  San  Francisco.  Such  agreements  must 
reimburse  the  various  City  departments  for  filming,  including  the  cost  of  providing 
City  employees,  equipment  and  rental  facilities.  Individual  City  departments  are 
responsible  for  billing  the  film  producers  directly  for  all  of  the  costs  incurred 
through  their  film  making.  In  addition,  the  following  daily  charges  are  assessed  by 
the  Film  Commission  to  producers: 


These  fees  have  not  been  altered  since  the  Commission  was  established  in 
1990.  50  percent  of  the  revenue  generated  by  these  fees  is  deposited  in  a reserve 
fund  for  departments  that  incur  costs  related  to  film  productions.  The  Executive 
Director  determines  the  allocation  of  the  50  percent  portion  of  the  reserve  funds 
based  on  the  amount  of  time  a film  producer  spends  on  property  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  various  departments.  Thus,  if  a production  is  filmed  60  percent  in 
Golden  Gate  Park  and  40  percent  at  the  Pulgas  Water  Temple,  the  Recreation  and 
Park  Department  receives  60  percent  of  the  reserve  funds  from  that  production,  and 
the  Water  Department  receives  40  percent  of  the  reserve  funds.  The  remaining  50 
percent  of  the  daily  fees  is  deposited  in  a Film  Production  Special  Fund 
(Administrative  Code  §57.5). 

According  to  Ms.  Robin  Eickman  of  the  Film  Commission,  approximately 
$50,000  per  year  has  accrued  to  the  Film  Production  Special  Fund.  The  Film 
Production  Special  Fund  is  designated  exclusively  for  promoting  San  Francisco  as  a 
location  for  film  productions.  Ms.  Eickman  advises  that  the  Film  Production  Special 
Fund  monies  have  supported  such  promotion  and  marketing  efforts  as  single 
advertisements  in  film  industry  publications,  listings  in  film  industry  directories, 
sales  calls  and  attending  trade  shows  and  the  design  and  printing  of  an  information 
packet  for  those  who  receive  film  permits.  Prior  to  the  creation  of  the  Film 
Production  Special  Fund,  Ms.  Eickman  advises,  no  funds  were  available  for  such 
advertisements  and  other  promotional  information. 


Videos,  documentaries,  print,  travel  or  corporate/ 


industrial  films 
Commercials 

Television  programs  or  feature  films 


$100 

200 

300 


Student,  educational  or  nonprofit  productions  no  charge 
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According  to  the  Controller’s  Office,  there  is  a current  balance  of  $94,363  in 
the  Film  Production  Special  Fund.  Ms.  Eickman  reports  that  the  reasons  for  this 
balance  are:  (a)  the  Film  Commission’s  budget  is  based  on  revenues  from  the 
preceding  year,  and  as  such,  there  is  a carry-over  each  year  equal  to  the  preceding 
year’s  revenues;  and  (b)  expenditures  budgeted  by  the  Film  Commission  for  1991-92 
were  halted  when  the  Mayor  appointed  new  commissioners  in  March  1992. 
Expenditures  from  the  Fund  are  not  subject  to  appropriation  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors.  Instead,  spending  is  authorized  only  by  the  Film  Commission. 

On  April  28,  1992,  the  Film  Commission  approved  a resolution  to  use  the 
Film  Production  Special  Fund  to  hire  a second  employee  to  act  as  promotions  and 
marketing  coordinator,  at  an  annual  salary  of  $45,545  plus  fringe  benefits,  the  same 
salary  as  the  Executive  Director.  Therefore,  since  revenues  to  the  Film  Production 
Special  Fund  equal  approximately  $50,000  annually,  if  no  additional  revenues  are 
generated,  such  activities  as  advertising  and  production  of  promotional  materials 
would  no  longer  be  supported  by  the  Film  Production  Special  Fund.  Although  there 
has  been  discussion  that  the  second  position  could  be  self-sustaining  by  generating 
additional  revenues,  there  is  no  hard  documentation  available  to  support  such 
revenue  estimates. 

The  activities  of  a full-time  employee  devoted  to  advertising  and  promotion 
might  increase  revenue  to  the  Film  Production  Special  Fund,  if  more  producers 
make  films  in  San  Francisco  as  a result  of  the  efforts  of  this  employee.  The  increase 
in  the  number  of  film  companies  that  might  film  in  San  Francisco  as  a result  of 
activities  of  the  new  Administrator  cannot  be  estimated  at  this  time  because  a 
number  of  factors  may  influence  filmmakers'  location  decisions,  Ms.  Eickman 
advises. 

For  example,  this  year,  both  the  recession  and  a threatened  Screen  Actors 
Guild  Strike  caused  a decrease  in  the  number  of  films  being  made,  Ms.  Eickman 
reports.  Other  factors,  in  addition  to  the  activities  of  Film  Office  employees,  such  as 
the  content  of  scripts,  the  weather,  the  popularity  of  a city,  and  the  cost  of 
production  in  a city  may  affect  filmmakers'  decision.  Mr.  O’Kane  advises  that  stories 
that  take  place  in  San  Francisco  can  be  filmed  elsewhere,  since  filmmakers  can 
create  a “San  Francisco  look”  without  actually  filming  in  San  Francisco.  To  the 
extent  that  there  is  an  increase  in  the  number  of  films  shot  in  San  Francisco  as  a 
result  of  the  newly  created  Administrator,  revenue  to  the  Film  Production  Special 
Fund  would  increase. 

Ms.  Margaret  Kisliuk  of  the  Mayor’s  Office  advises  that  the  Film  and  Video 
Arts  Commissioners  are  currently  planning  various  fundraising  strategies  for  fiscal 
year  1992-93.  According  to  Ms.  Kisliuk,  the  Film  Commission  plans  to  establish  a 
Friends  of  the  Film  and  Video  Arts  Commission  as  a fundraising  organization  for 
the  Film  Commission.  Also,  on  May  26,  1992  there  will  be  a preview  of  the  new 
Whoopi  Goldberg  movie,  “Sister  Act,”  at  the  Regency  Theater,  a fundraiser  co- 
sponsored by  the  Film  Commission  and  the  Friends  of  the  San  Francisco  Police 
Department.  Although  the  ticket  price  has  not  yet  been  established,  Ms.  Kisliuk 
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advises  that  the  price  is  unlikely  to  be  less  than  $20.  Based  on  $20  per  seat  times 
the  capacity  of  the  Regency,  or  700  seats,  such  a fundraiser  could  raise  up  to 
$14,000,  less  any  costs  for  production.  Finally,  the  various  individuals  in  the  film 
industry  have  expressed  support  for  fundraising  activities,  such  as  a lecture  series, 
Ms.  Kisliuk  advises.  Revenue  from  any  fundraisers  would  be  added  to  the  Film 
Production  Special  Fund  and  used  to  support  advertising  and  the  production  of 
promotional  materials,  according  to  Ms.  Kisliuk. 

In  addition  to  the  Film  Production  Special  Fund,  Ms.  Kary  Schulman  of 
Grants  for  the  Arts  in  the  CAO’s  Office  reports  that  grants  have  been  given  each 
year  for  the  past  three  years  to  the  Film  Commission  from  the  Hotel  Tax-funded 
Unanticipated  Event s/Non-Recurring  Events  Fund.  According  to  Ms.  Schulman,  the 
Film  Commission  received  $25,000  in  FY  1989-90;  $10,000  in  FY  1990-91;  and 
$22,000  in  FY  1991-92.  Such  grant  funds  are  designated  for  specific  publicity  and 
advertising  projects  which  meet  eligibility  guidelines,  Ms.  Schulman  reports.  For 
example,  Ms.  Eickman  advises  that  the  FY  1990-91  grant  supported  the  publication 
of  an  informational  single-page  brochure  on  the  services  provided  by  San  Francisco's 
Film  Commission.  Such  expenditures  were  not  subject  to  appropriation  approval  by 
the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

In  summary,  the  total  estimated  expenditures  of  the  Film  Commission  in 
1991-92  include  (a)  $69,958  from  the  Mayor’s  Office  budget,  (b)  approximately 
$50,000  from  fees  deposited  to  the  Film  Production  Special  Fund  and  (c)  $22,000 
received  from  the  Hotel  Tax-funded  Unanticipated  Events/Non-Re curring  Events 
Fund.  Therefore  total  estimated  expenditures  amounted  to  approximately  $141,958 
in  Fiscal  Year  1991-92.  The  additional  staff  person  will  not  result  in  net  additional 
expenditures  from  the  Film  Production  Special  Fund,  since  the  expenditures 
associated  with  that  position  may  result  in  reduced  advertising  and  other 
promotional  expenditures  from  the  Special  Fund. 

Hotel  Tax  Funds 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  requested  that  the  Budget  Analyst  evaluate 
whether  or  not  the  Film  Commission  could  be  entirely  supported  by  Hotel  Tax  funds 
which  are  collected  due  to  the  work  of  the  Film  Commission  in  bringing  productions 
to  San  Francisco.  As  noted  above,  a number  of  factors  influence  filmmakers’  location 
decisions,  and  the  extent  to  which  filmmakers  decide  to  film  in  San  Francisco  as  a 
direct  result  of  the  work  of  the  Film  Commission  cannot  be  determined  at  this  time. 
In  addition,  a number  of  variables  affect  the  amount  of  Hotel  Tax  paid  by  the  film 
industry  in  San  Francisco,  Ms.  Eickman  reports.  Any  production  that  occurs 
entirely  indoors  would  not  need  to  be  permitted  by  the  San  Francisco  Film 
Commission.  Thus,  individuals  who  stay  in  hotels  in  San  Francisco  while  working 
on  indoor  productions  would  be  unknown  to  the  Film  Commission.  Producers  may 
use  a combination  of  San  Francisco  residents  and  employees  imported  from  out-of- 
town  as  production  assistants,  may  use  all  employees  from  out-of-town,  or  may  use 
almost  all  San  Francisco  residents.  Thus,  the  type  of  production  and  the  number  of 
local  and  out-of-town  employees  hired  will  result  in  varying  levels  of  hotel  use  in 
San  Francisco.  Also,  hotel  rates  vary  and  the  hotel  tax  is  based  on  a percentage 
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rather  than  a flat  per  night  tax.  Mr.  Dale  Hess  of  the  San  Francisco  Convention  and 
Visitors  Bureau  advises  that  the  Convention  and  Visitors  Bureau  does  not  track 
hotel  patronage  by  industry. 

Hotel  Taxes  are  also  paid  by  tourists  whose  decision  to  come  to  San  Francisco 
is  influenced  by  seeing  San  Francisco  in  film,  Mr.  O’Kane  advises.  Mr.  O’Kane 
reports  that  a study  of  the  Hawaii  tourist  industry  determined  that  two  popular 
television  programs,  Magnum  P.I.  and  Hawaii  5-0,  are  responsible  for  V3  of 
Hawaii’s  tourist  trade.  Currently,  Mr.  O’Kane  reports,  the  most  popular  tourist 
attraction  in  Dallas,  Texas  is  the  South  Fork  Ranch,  where  J.R.,  a fictional 
character  in  the  television  program  Dallas , lived.  Tourism  at  Devil’s  Tower  is 
boosted  each  time  the  film  Close  Encounters  of  a Third  Kind  is  released,  Mr.  O’Kane 
reports.  To  the  extent  that  tourists  decide  to  visit  San  Francisco  and  stay  in  hotels 
because  of  exposure  to  San  Francisco  in  film,  hotel  tax  revenues  can  benefit  from 
the  film  industry. 

In  response  to  the  Association  of  Film  Commissioners  International  survey, 
49  City  Film  Offices  fisted  their  funding  sources.  Of  these,  ten,  or  over  20  percent, 
reported  receiving  at  least  some  portion  of  their  funding  from  Hotel  Taxes. 

A report  by  the  San  Francisco  Mayor’s  Film  Advisory  Council,  a body 
appointed  by  then-Mayor  Feinstein  to  develop  a strategic  plan  for  the  Film 
Commission,  reported  that  the  total  amount  spent  by  visiting  film  and  video 
producers  in  San  Francisco  totalled  $95  to  $100  million  in  1986.  This  $95  to  $100 
million  included  supplies,  equipment  rentals,  local  sound  stages  and  laboratories 
rented  or  pin-chased  by  visiting  production  companies,  as  well  as  payments  to  local 
talent,  camera  crews  and  other  San  Francisco  support  personnel  by  visiting 
production  companies.  It  does  not  include  budgeted  costs  not  incurred  in  San 
Francisco,  such  as  any  personnel  brought  in  from  out  of  town.  Adjusting  for  an 
average  annual  inflation  rate  of  4.2  percent,  the  amount  spent  by  visiting  film 
producers  in  San  Francisco  would  be  $121.6  million  to  $128  million  in  1992  if  the 
level  of  film  activity  and  the  costs  of  production  are  relatively  the  same  now  as  in 
1986.  However,  Ms.  Eickman  advises  that  1991  was  a much  stronger  year  for  the 
film  industry.  Also,  Ms.  Melissa  Higgins  of  the  California  Film  Commission  reports 
that  the  costs  for  film  productions  increased  200  percent  from  1980  to  1990. 
Therefore,  Ms.  Eickman  estimates  that  the  amount  spent  by  visiting  producers  is 
approximately  $200  million  in  1992.  However,  Ms.  Eickman  could  not  provide  any 
specific  documentation  to  support  these  estimated  annual  expenditures. 

Based  on  a survey  conducted  by  the  California  Film  Commission,  Ms.  Higgins 
reports  that  approximately  22  percent  of  the  amount  film  producers  spend  on 
location,  not  including  personnel,  equipment  and  other  expenses  that  are  incurred 
out-of-town,  are  allocated  to  payment  for  hotel  rooms.  The  estimated  total  amounts 
spent  by  visiting  film  producers  in  1992,  ranging  from  $121.6  million  to  $128 
million,  represent  the  aggregate  amount  of  all  visiting  producers’  in-town  budgets, 
including  all  the  items  noted  in  the  preceding  paragraph,  according  to  the  1987  Film 
Advisory  Council  report.  The  Hotel  Tax  is  11  percent  of  the  cost  of  a hotel  room. 
Therefore,  based  on  22  percent  of  amounts  spent  on  location  for  hotels  (assuming 
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that  all  production  staff  stay  in  San  Francisco  hotels),  the  estimated  amounts  spent 
by  visiting  producers  in  1992,  and  the  City’s  11  percent  Hotel  Tax,  the  maximum 
amount  of  Hotel  Tax  revenues  which  would  be  generated  by  the  film  industry  in 
1992  would  be  as  follows: 

(1)  (2)  (3) 

Estimated  Maximum  Hotel 
Estimated  Amount  Tax  Generated  by  Stays 
Estimated  Amounts  Spent  for  Hotel  Rooms  in  Hotel  Rooms  by 

Spent  bv  Visiting  Producers  by-Visiting  Producers*  Film  Industry** 

$121,600,000  $26,752,000  $2,942,720 

128,000,000  28,160,000  3,097,600 

*Based  on  22  percent  of  estimated  amounts  spent  on  visiting  productions. 

**Based  on  11  percent  of  estimated  hotel  costs  for  visiting  productions;  assumes  that  all  film 
production  personnel  stay  in  San  Francisco  hotels. 

The  total  amount  included  in  the  1991-92  Annual  Appropriation  Ordinance 
for  Hotel  Tax  revenues  equals  $75  million.  Therefore,  the  maximum  estimated 
amount  of  Hotel  Tax  revenues  attributable  to  the  film  industry  of  between 
$2,942,720  and  $3,097,600  represents  approximately  3.7  percent  to  4.1  percent  of 
Hotel  Tax  revenues.  (This  amount  does  not  include  tourist  dollars  that  may  result 
indirectly  from  film  activity  in  San  Francisco,  and  it  assumes  that  all  film 
production  personnel  stay  in  San  Francisco  hotels  rather  than,  for  example,  hotels 
near  the  Airport.)  However,  the  amount  of  Hotel  Tax  that  is  directly  attributable  to 
the  work  of  the  Film  Commission  cannot  be  determined  at  this  time,  since,  as 
previously  noted,  a number  of  factors  influence  producers’  location  decisions. 

The  11  percent  Hotel  Tax  includes  a 1.75  percent  General  Fund  Surcharge 
and  a 1.25  percent  Moscone  Center  Surcharge.  In  addition,  the  General  Fund 
receives  a portion  of  the  remaining  eight  percent  Hotel  Tax  that  is  not  specifically 
allocated  for  other  uses.  The  total  amount  of  Hotel  Tax  revenue  included  in  the 
1991-92  Annual  Appropriation  Ordinance  is  $75  million,  including  special  revenue 
and  General  Fund  revenue.  Of  this,  approximately  $50  is  specifically  allocated  for 
various  purposes,  including  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Fund  (which  includes  10 
percent  of  total  Hotel  Tax  revenues,  excluding  surcharges,  to  the  San  Francisco 
Convention  and  Visitors  Bureau),  the  War  Memorial,  Low  Income  Housing, 
Candlestick  Park  Fund,  Publicity  and  Advertising  Fund,  and  Administration.  $7.8 
million  is  allocated  to  the  Moscone  Center  Expansion  Project.  $17.2  million  is 
allocated  to  the  General  Fund.  Historically,  Hotel  Tax  funds  have  not  been 
distributed  based  on  the  portion  of  Hotel  Tax  funds  attributable  to  different 
industries.  At  this  time,  any  allocation  of  Hotel  Tax  revenues  to  the  Film 
Commission  would  be  a direct  reduction  to  the  Hotel  Tax  revenues  presently 
allocated  to  the  General  Fund. 


BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS 
BUDGET  ANALYST 


Memo  to  Supervisor  Hallinan 
May  13,  1992 
Page  8 


Because  a number  of  factors  influence  filmmakers*  location  decisions,  it  is 
unknown  whether  an  increase  in  funding  to  the  Film  Commission  would  result  in 
generating  higher  Hotel  Tax  revenues.  In  a survey  conducted  by  the  California  Film 
Commission,  filmmakers  were  asked  to  rank  San  Francisco  against  four  other  U.S. 
cities  for  ease  of  filming.  According  to  this  survey,  respondents  found  San  Francisco 
a more  difficult  location  to  make  films  than  Seattle,  Portland,  Houston,  and  Miami, 
Respondents  commented  that  the  San  Francisco  Film  Commission  needs  more  than 
one  staff  member.  Respondents  also  commented  that  processing  of  City  film  permits 
and  subsequent  billings  is  too  slow,  a problem  that  might  be  solved  with  additional 
Film  Commission  staff.  Additional  comments  included  a complaint  that  the  unions 
and  police  support  are  too  expensive,  and  that  night  filming  is  difficult  because 
residential  filming  after  10  pm  is  not  allowed. 

Summary 

The  San  Francisco  Film  and  Video  Arts  Commission  is  defined  by  the 
Administrative  Code  to  include  an  eleven  member  commission  appointed  by  the 
Mayor  and  an  Executive  Director  appointed  by  the  Film  Commission.  The  Film 
Commission  is  directed  to  develop,  recognize  and  promote  film  and  video  activities 
in  San  Francisco.  San  Francisco’s  Film  Commission  is  unusual  in  that  no  other  U.S. 
Film  Office  is  governed  by  an  appointed  commission,  according  to  Mr.  Snazelle. 

The  San  Francisco  Film  Commission  was  created  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
in  1990.  According  to  Ms.  Kathryn  Pennypacker  of  the  City  Attorney’s  Office,  the 
Film  Commission  was  properly  created,  in  conformance  with  the  Charter,  by  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  upon  the  recommendation  of  the  Chief  Administrative  Officer 
(CAO)  and  the  Mayor.  A “properly”  created  commission  may  be  dismantled  by  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  upon  the  recommendation  of  the  Chief  Administrative  Officer 
and  the  Mayor,  Ms.  Pennypacker  reports.  Alternatively,  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
may  introduce  a Charter  amendment,  to  either  abolish  the  Film  and  Video  Arts 
Commission  or  to  place  the  Commission  under  any  organization  it  so  chooses, 
subject  to  approval  of  the  electorate.  Any  such  Charter  amendment  introduced  by 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  would  require  approval  as  to  form  by  the  City  Attorney’s 
Office. 


Of  19  Film  Offices  that  listed  their  specific  agency  affiliation  in  response  to  a 
survey  conducted  by  the  Association  of  Film  Commissioners  International,  two  were 
independent  contractors,  six  were  associated  with  the  Chamber  of  Commerce,  and 
eleven  were  associated  with  the  Convention  and  Visitors  Bureau. 
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The  1991-92  $58,298  salary  and  benefits  of  the  Executive  Director  and  the 
overhead  costs  for  the  Film  Commission,  for  an  estimated  operating  cost  of  $69,958, 
are  included  in  the  Mayor’s  Office  Budget.  A Film  Production  Special  Fund  is 
designated  exclusively  for  promoting  San  Francisco  as  a location  for  film 
productions.  The  Film  Production  Special  Fund  is  funded  by  daily  charges  assessed 
to  film  producers.  Revenue  raised  by  fundraisers  is  also  included  in  the  Film 
Production  Special  Fund.  Expenditures  made  from  this  Special  Fund  are  not  subject 
to  appropriation  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  but  rather  are  authorized  only  by  the 
Film  Commission.  Finally,  the  Film  Commission  has  received  grants  from  the  Hotel 
Tax-funded  Unanticipated  Events/Non-Recurring  Events  Fund.  For  1991-92,  the 
total  funding  for  the  Film  Commission  is  estimated  at  $141,958. 

The  extent  to  which  filmmakers  decide  to  film  in  San  Francisco  as  a direct 
result  of  the  work  of  the  Film  Commission  cannot  be  determined  at  this  time 
because  a number  of  factors  influence  filmmakers’  location  decisions,  such  as  the 
economy,  script  content,  and  a city’s  popularity.  The  Film  Commission  does  not 
know  the  amount  of  Hotel  Tax  generated  by  the  film  industry  for  a number  of 
reasons,  such  as  the  variation  in  use  of  San  Francisco  residents  versus  out-of-town 
employees,  the  number  of  employees  hired,  the  length  of  productions,  and  the  rates 
charged  by  hotels.  The  Convention  and  Visitors  Bureau  does  not  track  hotel 
patronage  by  industry. 

Tourists  may  be  encouraged  to  visit  San  Francisco  because  they  see  San 
Francisco  in  film.  To  the  extent  that  tourists  decide  to  visit  San  Francisco  and  stay 
in  hotels  because  of  exposure  to  San  Francisco  in  film,  Hotel  Tax  revenues  can  also 
benefit  from  the  film  industry. 

Visiting  film  companies  are  estimated  to  spend  between  $121.6  million  and 
$200  million  in  San  Francisco  annually.  However,  there  is  no  hard  documentation  to 
back  up  these  estimates.  The  amount  of  Hotel  Tax  revenues  included  in  the  1991-92 
Annual  Appropriation  Ordinance  is  $75  million.  Based  on  an  estimate  of  the 
California  Film  Commission  of  22  percent  of  total  production  budgets  supporting 
hotels,  assuming  that  all  production  personnel  stay  in  San  Francisco  hotels,  a 
maximum  estimated  $2,942,720  to  $3,097,600  in  Hotel  Taxes,  or  3.7  percent  to  4.1 
percent,  is  estimated  to  be  attributable  to  visiting  film  companies.  The  amount  of 
Hotel  Taxes  that  are  directly  attributable  to  the  work  of  the  Film  Commission 
cannot  be  determined.  Any  allocation  of  Hotel  Tax  revenues  to  the  Film 
Commission  would  be  a direct  reduction  to  the  Hotel  Tax  revenues  presently 
allocated  to  the  General  Fund. 
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Because  a number  of  factors  influence  filmmakers*  location  decisions,  it  is 
unknown  whether  or  not  an  increase  in  funding  to  the  Film  Commission  would 
result  in  an  increase  in  Hotel  Tax  revenues.  Comments  in  a study  by  the  California 
Film  Commission  indicate  that  filmmakers  would  like  the  Film  Commission  to  hire 
additional  staff  and  to  expedite  the  permitting  process.  On  April  28,  1992,  the  Film 
Commission  approved  a resolution  to  hire  a second  employee,  which  may  address 
these  concerns.  The  amount  of  additional  revenues,  if  any,  to  be  generated  by  a 
second  position  is  uncertain.  Other  complaints  included  the  high  cost  of  union  staff 
and  police  support  and  the  difficulty  of  filming  at  night. 
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